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Dear Sir: 



This paper is submitted to clarify the Examiner's Interview Summary regarding 
the telephone discussions initiated by the Examiner involving what Applicant 
understands to be an informal interview. Applicant's representative had no notification of 
a formal interview and did not have an opportunity to prepare. 

Moreover, the informal discussions should not be characterized as an "Interview" 
in the record per the requirements of the M.P.E.P. As indicated in M.P.E.P. § 713.05: 

The examiner, by making a telephone call, may be able to suggest minor, 
probably quickly acceptable changes which would result in allowance. If there are 
major questions or suggestions, the call might state them concisely, and suggest a 
further telephone, electronic mail, or personal interview, at a prearranged later 
time, giving applicant more time for consideration before discussing the points 
raised. 

In this instance, the Examiner communicated to Applicant and/or suggested changes 
which did not meet the standards for an interview. 

Also, Applicant's representative did not suggest integrating only a portion of 
claim 2's limitations into the independent claims, but rather Applicant's representative 
simply highlighted aspects representing (further) lack of correspondence. Applicant 
further traverses the Examiner's indication that the '108 reference discloses limitations in 
claim 2, and that the introduction of new rejections in the context of an Interview 
summary is also improper. 
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In view of the above, Applicant submits that this Response is clarifying in a 
manner that is consistent with the rules and requirements set forth in the C.F.R. and 
M.P.E.P. 
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